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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . Claims 9-31 are pending in this office action. 

2. Applicant's arguments, filed March 18, 2005, have been considered but they are 
not persuasive. 

Rejections 

3. The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can 
be found in a prior Office action. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

4. Claims 9-12. 27. and 28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated 
by Matsuzaki et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,289,314). 

Regarding claims 9 and 27 . Matsuzaki et al. teaches an information processing 
apparatus/method for controlling transfer of contents from a first information processing 
apparatus to a destination information processing apparatus, the information processing 
apparatuses being located in close proximity to each other and being owned by the 
same user (col. 2, line 59 through col. 3, line 11), said information processing apparatus 
comprising: 

• Storage means for storing a usage control status (fig. 3, ref. num 252); and 
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• Judgment means forjudging whether transfer of said contents is possible in 
accordance with said usage control status (col. 19, lines 18-35); 

o Wherein said usage control status stores Usage detail information 

contained in a control transfer status (fig. 5); 
o Said judgment means performs the judging based on said Usage detail 

information stored in the storage area of said destination information 

processing apparatus (col. 15, lines 50-61). 

Regarding claim 10 , Matsuzaki et al. teaches wherein said judgment means 
judges that transfer of said contents is possible when said ID information comprises the 
source information processing apparatus ID (fig. 6). 

Regarding claims 11 and 28 , Matsuzaki et al. teaches an information processing 
apparatus/method for canceling transfer of contents when the transfer of contents is 
performed from a first information processing apparatus to a destination information 
processing apparatus, the information processing apparatuses being located in close 
proximity to each other and being owned by the same user (col. 2, line 59 through col. 
3, line 1 1 ), said information processing apparatus comprising: . 

• Storage means for storing a usage control status (fig. 3, ref. num 252); and 

• Judgment means for judging whether canceling transfer of said contents is 
possible in accordance with said usage control status (col. 7, lines 28-35); 

o Wherein said usage control status stores Usage detail information 
contained in a control transfer status (fig. 5); 
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o Said judgment means performs the judging based on said Usage detail 
information stored in the storage area of said destination information 
processing apparatus (col. 15, lines 50-61). 

Regarding claim 12 . Matsuzaki et al. teaches wherein said judgment means 
judges that canceling transfer of said contents is possible when said ID information 
comprises destination information processing apparatus ID (fig. 6). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

5. Claims 13-18 and 29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable 
over Matsuzaki etal. (USPN '314). 

Regarding claim 13 . Matsuzaki et al. teaches all the limitations of claim 1 1 , 
above. However, Matsuzaki etal. does not teach wherein said judgment means judges 
whether canceling transfer of said contents is possible when ID information further 
stored to the storage area of the source information processing apparatus in said usage 
control status comprises the source information processing apparatus ID. 

The Examiner takes Official Notice that wherein said judgment means judges 
whether canceling transfer of said contents is possible when ID information further 
stored to the storage area of the source information processing apparatus in said usage 
control status comprises the source information processing apparatus ID would have 
been an obvious modification. 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, at the time the 
invention was made, to combine judging based on ID information stored to the storage 
area of said source information processing apparatus, to the method/apparatus of 
Matsuzaki etal. It would have been obvious for such modifications because storing the 
ID information of the source information processing apparatus in the storage of the 
source information processing apparatus signifies transferring content to itself. This 
translates into canceling transferring to the destination information processing 
apparatus. 

Regarding claims 14 and 29 , Matsuzaki et al. teaches an information processing 
apparatus/method for canceling transfer of contents when the transfer of contents is 
performed from a first information processing apparatus to a destination information 
processing apparatus, the information processing apparatuses being located in close 
proximity to each other and being owned by the same user (col. 2, line 59 through col. 
3, line 11), said information processing apparatus comprising: 

• Storage means for storing a usage control status (fig. 3, ref. num 252); and 

• Judgment means for judging whether canceling transfer of said contents is 
possible in accordance with said usage control status (col. 7, lines 28-35); 

• Wherein said usage control status stores Usage detail information 
contained in a control transfer status (fig. 5). 
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Matsuzaki et al. does not teach said judgment means perfornns the judging based 
on said Usage detail information stored in the storage area of said source information 
processing apparatus. 

The Examiner takes Official Notice that wherein said judgment means performs 
the judging based on said Usage detail information stored in the storage area of said 
source information processing apparatus would have been an obvious modification. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, at the time the 
invention was made, to combine judging based on Usage detail information stored in 
the storage area of said source information processing apparatus, to the 
method/apparatus of Matsuzaki et al. It would have been obvious for such 
modifications because storing the Usage detail information of the source information 
processing apparatus in the storage of the source information processing apparatus 
signifies transferring content to itself. This translates into canceling transferring to the 
destination information processing apparatus. 

Regarding claim 15 . Matsuzaki et al. as modified teaches wherein said judgment 
means judges that canceling transfer of said contents is possible when said ID 
information comprises the source information processing apparatus ID (fig. 6, the 
modified Matsuzaki et al. shows source ID as well as destination ID. 



Application/Control Number: 09/719.1 1 1 Page 7 

Art Unit: 21 36 

Regarding claim 16 . Matsuzaki et al. as modified teaches wherein said judgment 
means judges whether canceling transfer of said contents is possible when ID 
information further stored to the storage area of the destination information processing 
apparatus in said usage control status comprises the destination information processing 
apparatus ID (fig. 6). 

Regarding claim 17 , Matsuzaki et al. teaches and information processing system 
for canceling transfer of contents when transfer of contents is performed from a first 
information processing apparatus to a second information processing apparatus, the 
information processing apparatuses being located in close proximity to each other and 
being owned by the same user (col. 2, line 59 through col. 3, line 1 1 ); said first 
information processing apparatus comprising: 

• First storage means for storing a first usage control status (fig. 3, ref. num 252); 
and 

• First judgment means forjudging whether canceling transfer of said contents is 
possible based on said first usage control status (col. 7, lines 28-35); 

• Wherein said second information processing apparatus comprises: 

• Second storage means for storing a second usage control status (fig. 10, two 
receiving stations); and 

• Second judgment means for judging whether canceling transfer of said contents 
is possible based on said second usage control status (fig. 10, two receiving 
stations); 
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o Wherein transfer of said contents is canceled based on the result of said 

first judgnnent means and said second judgment means (col. 15, lines 50- 

61 , two receiving stations); 
o Wherein said first usage control status and said second usage 

control status store Usage detail information contained In a control 

transfer status (fig. 5). 

Matsuzaki et al. does not teach wherein transfer of said contents is canceled 
based on the result of said first judgment means and said second judgment means. 

The Examiner takes Official Notice that wherein transfer of said contents is 
canceled based on the result of said first judgment means and said second judgment 
means would have been obvious. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, at the time the 
invention was made, to combine transfer of said contents is canceled based on the 
result of said first judgment means and said second judgment means, to the system of 
Matsuzaki et al. It would have been obvious for such modifications because consent by 
both information processing apparatuses to cancel transfer of content provides 
acknowledgment that each apparatus agreed upon cancellation. 



Regarding claim 18 , Matsuzaki et al. as modified teaches wherein it is judged 
that canceling transfer of said contents is possible when ID information stored to the 
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storage area of said destination information processing apparatus in first and second 
usage control status comprises the first information processing apparatus ID (col. 15, 
lines 50-61) and ID information stored to the storage area of said first information 
processing apparatus in first and second usage control status comprises the second 
information processing apparatus ID (col. 15, lines 50-61). 

Claims 19-24. 30, and 31 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Matsuzaki etal. (USPN '314) in view of Christiano (U.S. Patent No. 
5,671,412). 

Regarding claims 19 and 30 . Matsuzaki et al. teaches an information processing 
apparatus/method for controlling transfer of contents from a first information processing 
apparatus to a destination information processing apparatus, the information processing 
apparatuses being located in close proximity to each other and being owned by the 
same user (col. 2, line 59 through col. 3, line 1 1 ), said information processing apparatus 
comprising: 

• Storage means for storing a usage control status (fig. 3, ref num 252); 

• Judgment means for judging whether transfer of said contents is possible in 
accordance with said usage control status (col. 19, lines 18-35); 

• Wherein said usage control status stores Usage detail information 
contained in a control transfer status (fig. 5). 
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Matsuzaki et al. does not teach change means for changing said usage control 
status based on the result of said judgment means; wherein when said judgment means 
Judges that transfer of said contents Is possible, said change means changes said 
Usage detail information stored in the storage area of said destination information 
processing apparatus into the destination infonnation processing apparatus ID. 

Christiano teaches: 

• Change means for changing said usage control status based on the result of said 
judgment means (fig. 10, ref. num 200 and col. 19, lines 18-35); 

o Wherein when said judgment means judges that transfer of said contents 
is possible, said change means changes said Usage detail infornnation 
stored in the storage area of said destination information processing 
apparatus into the destination information processing apparatus ID (col. 
21, lines 53-61). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, at the time the 
invention was made, to combine change means, as taught by Christiano . to the 
method/apparatus of Matsuzaki et al. It would have been obvious for such 
modifications because the change means correctly controls the distribution of software 
to a certain number of computers (1 or more) and only allows that number of computers 
to use the software until one of those computer systems releases its use of the software 
so another computer may access the software (see col. 7, lines 1-12 of Christiano). 
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Regarding claim 20 , the combination of Matsuzaki et al. in view of Christiano 
teaches wherein said information processing apparatus further comprises a transmitting 
means, and said transmitting means transmits the changed usage control status to said 
destination information processing apparatus (see fig. 10, ref. num 198 and col. 21, 
lines 49-53 of Christiano). 

Regarding claim 21 , Matsuzaki et al. teaches an information processing system 
for controlling transfer of contents when the transfer of contents is performed from a first 
information processing apparatus to a second information processing apparatus, the 
information processing apparatuses being located in close proximity to each other and 
being owned by the same user (col. 2, line 59 through col. 3, line 11), said information 
processing apparatus; said first information processing apparatus comprising: 

• Storage means for storing a usage control status (fig. 3, ref. num 252); 

• Judgment means for judging whether transfer of said contents is possible based 
on said usage control status (col. 19, lines 18-35); 

• Wherein said second information processing apparatus comprises: 

• Receiving means for receiving said usage control status transmitted by said 
transmitting means (fig. 2, ref. num 32); 

• Wherein said usage control status stores Usage detail Information 
contained In a control transfer status (fig. 5). 



Matsuzaki et al. does not teach change means for changing said usage control 
status based on the result of said judgment means; and transmitting means for 
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transmitting the usage control status changed by said change means to said second 
information processing apparatus; wherein said change means changes said Usage 
detail information stored in the storage area of said destination information processing 
apparatus into the second information processing apparatus ID. 

Christiano teaches: 

• Change means for changing said usage control status based on the result of said 
judgment means (fig. 10, ref. num200 and col. 19, lines 18-35); and 

• Transmitting means for transmitting the usage control status changed by said 
change means to said second information processing apparatus (fig. 10. ref. num 
198 and col. 21, lines 49-53); 

o Wherein when said judgment means judges that transfer of said contents 
is possible, said change means changes said Usage detail information 
stored in the storage area of said destination information processing 
apparatus into the second information processing apparatus ID (col. 21, 
lines 53-61). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, at the time the 
invention was made, to combine change means, and transmitting means, as taught by 
Christiano . to the method/apparatus of Matsuzaki et al. It would have been obvious for 
such modifications because the change means and transmitting means correctly 
controls the distribution of software to a certain number of computers (1 or more) and 
only allows that number of computers to use the software until one of those computer 
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systems release its use of the software so another computer may access the software 
(see col. 7, lines 1-12 of Christiano). 

Regarding claim 22 . the combination of Matsuzaki etal. in view of Christiano 
teaches wherein said second information processing apparatus further comprises 
generation means, said generation means for generating the new usage control status 
for using said second information processing apparatus based on said usage control 
status received by said receiving means (see fig. 10, ref. num 25' of Matsuzaki et al., 
the second receiving device contains similar structure, therefore having the terminal 
managing portion that generates and stores usage control information). 

Regarding claim 23 . the combination of Matsuzaki et al. in view of Christiano 
teaches wherein said second information processing apparatus further comprises 
generation means, said generation means for generating the new usage control status 
for using a third information processing apparatus based on said usage control status 
change means transmitted by said transmitted means (see fig. 10, ref. num 25' of 
Matsuzaki et al., there can be more than two receiving devices as shown in col. 25, 
lines 51-61 of Matsuzaki et al.). 

Regarding claims 24 and 31 . Matsuzaki et al. teaches an information processing 
apparatus/method for canceling transfer of contents when the transfer of contents is 
performed from a first information processing apparatus to a second information 
processing apparatus, the information processing apparatuses being located in close 
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proximity to each other and being owned by the same user (col. 2, line 59 through col. 
3, line 11), said information processing apparatus comprising: 

• Storage means for storing a usage control status (fig. 3, ref. num 252); 

• Judgment means for judging whether canceling transfer of said contents is 
possible based on said usage control status (col. 7, lines 28-35); 

• Wherein said usage control status stores Usage detail information 
contained in a control transfer status (fig. 5). 

Matsuzaki et al. does not teach change means for changing said usage control 
status based on the result of said judgment means; wherein when said judgment means 
judges that transfer of said contents is possible, said change means changes said 
Usage control information stored in the storage area of said destination information 
processing apparatus into the source information processing apparatus ID or initial 
value. 



Christiano teaches: 

• Change means for changing said usage control status based on the result of said 
judgment means (fig. 10, ref. num 200 and col. 19, lines 18-35); 

• Wherein when said judgment means judges that transfer of said contents is 
possible, said change means changes said Usage detail information stored in 
the storage area of said destination information processing apparatus into the 
source information processing apparatus ID or initial value (col. 21, lines 53-61). 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, at the tinne the 
invention was made, to combine change means, as taught by Christians to the 
method/apparatus of Matsuzaki et al. It would have been obvious for such 
modifications because the change means correctly controls the distribution of software 
to a certain number of computers (1 or more) and only allows that number of computers 
to use the software until one of those computer systems releases its use of the software 
so another computer may access the software (see col. 7, lines 1-12 of Christiano). 

Claims 25 and 26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Matsuzaki etal. (USPN '314) in view of Christiano (USPN '412), and further in view 
of Shimakawa etaL (U.S. Patent No. 6,502,124). 

Regarding claim 25 , Matsuzaki et al. teaches an information processing system 
for canceling transfer of contents when the transfer of contents is performed from a first 
equipment information processing apparatus to a second information processing 
apparatus, the information processing apparatuses being located in close proximity to 
each other and being owned by the same user (col. 2, line 59 through col. 3, line 11); 
said first information processing apparatus comprising: 

• First storage means for storing a first usage control status (fig. 3, ref. num 252); 

• Judgment means for judging whether canceling transfer of said contents is 
possible based on said first usage control status (col. 7, lines 28-35); 

• Said second information processing apparatus comprising: 
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• Second storage nneans for storing a second usage control status (fig. 10, two 
receiving stations); 

• Receiving nneans for receiving said transfer cancel command (fig. 2, ref. num 
32); 

• Wherein said first usage control status and said second usage control 
status store Usage detail information contained in a control transfer status 

(fig- 5). 

Matsuzaki et al. does not teach change means for changing said usage control 
status based on the result of said judgment means; and transmitting means for 
transmitting a transfer cancel command to said second information processing 
apparatus. 

Christiano teaches: 

• Change means for changing said usage control status based on the result of said 
judgment means (fig. 10, ref. num 200 and col. 21 , lines 53-61 ); and 

• Transmitting means for transmitting a transfer cancel command to said second 
information processing apparatus (fig. 10, ref. num 198 and col. 21, lines 49-53); 

o Wherein when said judgment means judges that canceling transfer of said 
contents is possible, said change means changes said Usage detail 
information stored in the storage area of said second information 
processing apparatus into the first information processing apparatus ID or 
initial value (col . 21 , lines 53-61 ). 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, at the time the 
invention was made, to combine change means, and transmitting means, as taught by 
Christiano , to the method/apparatus of Matsuzaki et al. It would have been obvious for 
such modifications because the change means and transmitting means correctly 
controls the distribution of software to a certain number of computers (1 or more) and 
only allows that number of computers to use the software until one of those computer 
systems release its use of the software so another computer may access the software 
(see col. 7, lines 1-12 of Christiano). 

Matsuzaki et al. as modified by Christiano still does not teach deletion means for 
deleting said second usage control status; wherein said deletion means deletes said 
second usage control status when said receiving means receives said transfer cancel 
command. 

Shimakawa et al. teaches: 
• Deletion means for deleting said second usage control status (col. 14, lines 25- 
27); wherein said deletion means deletes said second usage control status when 
said receiving means receives said transfer cancel command. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, at the time the 
invention was made, to combine deletion means, as taught by Shimakawa et al. . to the 
system of Matsuzaki et al. as modified. It would have been obvious for such 
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modifications because the deletion means informs the information processing apparatus 
that the license has been released and a different information processing apparatus can 
then use the license. 

Regarding claim 26 , the combination of Matsuzaki et al./Christiano/Shimakawa et 
aL teaches wherein said second information processing apparatus further comprises 
reply means, said reply means replaying a signal indicative of said first information 
processing apparatus, after said deletion means deleted said second usage control 
status, and wherein said change means changes said first usage control status after 
receiving said completion signal of deletion (see col. 21 , lines 61 -67 of Christiano and 
col. 14, lines 28-30 of Shimakawa et al.). 

Response to Arguments 

6. Applicant amends claims 9, 11, 14, 17, 19, 21, 24, 25, and 27-31. 

7. Applicant argues the cited references do not teach a usage control status that 
stores Usage detail information contained in a control transfer status (see page 17, third 
paragraph). 

Regarding applicant's argument, this limitation is newly cited and therefore newly 
rejected based on the same art of record. Figure 5 of Matsuzaki et al. shows in detail 
the 'terminal info storing portion/ which was cited originally as the 'storage means for 
storing a usage control status.' The 'usage control status' or 'terminal info storing 
portion' stores data within that represents the particular terminal, the encryption key, 
size, coefficient of charge, etc. Namely, the 'terminal info storing portion' stores 
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information pertaining to the specs of each terminal — or information processing 
apparatus. According to applicant's specification, 'Usage detail information contained in 
a control transfer status' contains the ID's of the source and destination equipment (see 
page 46 of applicant's specification). The steps in figure 8 and corresponding figures 5- 
7 of Matsuzaki et al. describe a process of obtaining the ID of the destination equipment 
(Terminal 3A or SB, fig. 5) and the ID of the source equipment (fig. 2, ref. num 25). The 
source equipment is the server because the terminal managing portion is located on the 
server and would be different for each server. 

Conclusion 

8. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Brandon Hoffman whose telephone number is 571-272- 
3863. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8:30 - 5:00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Ayaz Sheikh can be reached on 571-272-3795. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more infornnation about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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